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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the 
cross-reference to related applications in page 1 is missing. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

2. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent 
basis for the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1 .75(d)(l ) and MPEP 
§ 608.01 (o). Correction of the following is required: the recitation "electrode 
being selected from a metal mesh and a substrate comprising ... point sources". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 1, the recitation "selected from a metal mesh and a substrate 
comprising ... point sources" is confusing as to its meaning since the points are 
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created where the mesh wires cross over. The recitation "a gas inlet ... and 
providing" needs to be amended such as -a gas inlet ... and for providing to 
eliminate reference to method of operating the device-. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 4 and 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Terada et al. (US Pat. No. 5,945,072) in view of Burris (US Pat. 
No. 5,529,760), Iwanaga (US Pat. No. 5,411,713) or Ruan et al. (US Pat. No. 
6,146,599). Terada's invention is directed to an apparatus for generating ozone 
by the chemical conversion of an input oxygen-containing gas. Terada 
discloses that the apparatus comprises the recited housing, fluid flow passage, 
at least one electrode, power source, gas inlet and gas outlet as claimed in 
claim 1, except for the recited serpentinely extending passage of the fluid flow 
passage (Figs. 1 and 2). Burris, a reference cited by Applicant, teaches in an 
electric discharge ozone generator, an arrangement where the fluid flow 
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passage is in zigzag pattern in addition to a simple straight through fluid flow 
passage (Figs. 1 and 3A). Iwanaga teaches in an electrical discharge ozone 
generator the same (Fig. 2). Ruan teaches in an electrical discharge ozone 
generator the same (Fig. 8). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the apparatus of Terada such that the fluid flow passage is in a zigzag 
pattern, as per the teachings of Burris, Iwanaga or Ruan. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to make such modification because the 
selection of any of known equivalent arrangements of the fluid flow passage in 
an electrical discharge would have been within the level of ordinary skill in the 
art. 

As to the subject matter of claim 4, the provision of a cooling mechanism, 
Iwanaga teaches it in Fig. 2. The subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the-art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified Terada' teachings as shown by Iwanaga because this 
would result in producing ozone of high concentration. To the limitation" said 
cooling mechanism ... and 10 DC", since it is a process limitation, it cannot be 
given any patentable weight in a claimed apparatus. 

As to the subject matter of claim 6, Iwanaga also teaches it in Fig. 2 and 
c. 3, 1. 27-63. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the apparatus of 
Terada such that the housing is metal, as per the teaching of Iwanaga. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make such modification 
because the selection of any of known equivalent housing constructions of an 
electrical discharge ozone generator would have been within the level of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 7-10, Iwanaga also teaches it in 
Fig. 2 and c. 3, 1. 27-63. Also, Ruan teaches the subject matter of each of claims 
7-9 in Fig. 8. 

7. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Terada '072 as modified by Burris '760, Iwanaga '713 or Ruan '599 as 
applied to claims 1, 4 and 6-10 above, and further in view of Erni et al. (US 
4,790,980). The differences between the references as applied above and the 
instant claims are the limitations recited in each of the instant claims. Erni 
teaches in an electric discharge ozone generator each of the limitations (c. 2, I. 
26-43). The subject matter as a whole would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the-art at the time the invention was made to have modified the 
references' teachings as shown by Erni because the selection of any of known 
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equivalent power sources would have been within the level of ordinary skill in 
the art. 

8. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Terada '072 as modified by Burris '760, Iwanaga '713 or Ruan '599 as applied to 
claims 1, 4 and 6-10 above, and further in view of Kitchenman (US Pat. No. 
5,554,345). The difference between the references as applied above and the 
instant claim is the provision of the recited mesh sheets. Kitchenman teaches in 
an electrical discharge ozone generator the limitation (Fig. 10). The subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the- 
art at the time the invention was made to have modified the references' 
teachings as shown by Kitchenman because the selection of any of known 
equivalent mesh sheets would have been within the level of ordinary skill in the 
art. 

9. Claim 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Terada '072 as modified by Burris '760, Iwanaga '713 or Ruan '599 as 
applied to claims 1, 4 and 6-10 above, and further in view of Danschikov et al. 
(US Pat. No. 5,492,657). The difference between the references as applied 
above and the instant claim is the provision of the recited fluid pump. 
Danschikov teaches in a method for processing rubber products with ozone the 
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limitation (c. 6, I. 54-65). The subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the-art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the references' teachings as shown by Danschikov 
because the selection of any of known equivalent gas sources would have 
been within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

10. Claims 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Terada '072 in view Burris '760, Iwanaga '713 or Ruan '599 and in view of 
Erni '980, for the same reasons as stated in the preceding paragraphs #6 and 
#7. 

11. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Terada '072 as modified by Burris '760, Iwanaga '713 or Ruan '599 as applied to 
claims 13-15 above, and further in view of Kitchenman '345, for the same 
reasons as stated in the preceding paragraph #8. 

12. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Terada '072 as modified by Burris '760, Iwanaga '713 or Ruan 
'599 as applied to claims 13-15 above, and further in view of Danschikov '657, 
for the same reasons as stated in the preceding paragraph #9. 
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13. Claims 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
overTerada '072 in view of Burris '760, Iwanaga '713 or Ruan '599 and in view of 
Erni '980, Kitchenman '345, Danschikov '657, for the same reasons as stated in 
the preceding paragraphs #7-9 and of Kitchenman's teachings of materials of 
the meshes (see abstract). 

Conclusion 

1 4. Claims 1 -24 are rejected. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Kishor Mayekar whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-1339. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Nam Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-1342. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 



